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Extracts from Minutes of the Proceedings of the Com- 
missioners of National Education at their Meeting 
on Tuesday, 30th July, 1901. 


Present : 

Edmund G. Dease, Esq., d.l. 

Sir Malcolm J. Inglis, j.p., d.l. 

James Morell, Esq. 

Sir Henry Bellingham, Bart., d.l. 

Sir Howland Blennerhassett, Bart., d.l. 

His Honor Judge Shaw. 

Rev. Hamilton B. Wilson, d.d. 

William R. J. Molloy, Esq., j.p. 

Rev. John Henry Bernard, d.d., f.t.c.d. 

Right Rev. Mervyn Archdall, d.d., Bishop of Killaloe. 

Anthony Traill, Esq., ll.d., m.d., s.e.t.o.d. 

W. J. M. Starkie, Esq., m.a., litt.d., Resident Commissioner. 

A. R. Hamilton, 
Secretary in Attendance. 


The Chair is taken by Edmund G. Dease, Esq., D.L. 

The Minutes of the previous day’s proceedings having been submitted, 
are signed by the Chairman. 

Memorandum submitted by His Honour Judge Shaw as to certain 
phases of a recent controversy. 

(Copy of Memorandum was sent to each Commissioner.) 

When the discussion on this question began Secretary was 
requested to withdraw, and on being recalled he was informed that 
a vote was to be taken. Judge Shaw had moved that the 
Memorandum as submitted be approved arid entered on the 
Minutes. 

The Resident Commissioner in opening his statement read a letter 
(22 : 7 : 01) from Mr. Wyndham, Chief Secretary, with reference 
to a phrase in the report of his speech on 12th July. 

The letter is as follows — 

Irish Office, Old Queen-street, S.W., 

22 nd July, 1901. 

Dear Dr. Starkie, 

I much regret to learn from your letter of the 17th inst. that the Board is dis- 
satisfied in one particular with the account I gave of its action in my speech on the 
12th inst. You inform me that objection is raised to the phi'ase in the report, “The 
Resident Commissioner did suggest to his colleagues that it would be well to apply to 
the Treasury for the retirement of some of the clerks, but the Board did not take 
his view.” 

I have referred to the report, and I find that it is very imperfect. My argument, 
which was constantly interrupted by Mr. J ohn Redmond, was to the general effect 
that such consideration as the Board showed for its officials is generally and properly 
shown in the Civil Service to officials in a similar position. I particularly instanced 
the War Office, which is a case within my own knowledge. It had been necessary for 
me in the course of studying a defence against the attack, which I was aware would 
be made on the' Board, to refer to the correspondence with the Treasury upon this 
particular point. Similar suggestions to those made by the Treasury are usually 
made by it to Government Departments and are usually treated by those Departments 
in the same way. I was pointing out to the House that there is a great deal to be 
said for the position which the Board took up, but I think that the words which I 
appear to have used with regard to your personal action in the matter went beyond 
what the facts justified. I do not imagine that the House of Commons attached much 
importance to the point, or that any serious misunderstanding will arise from it. At 
the same time I shall, be very glad if you will express to the Board my regret for 
having involuntarily misrepresented their action. 

Yours very sincerely, 

W. J. M. Starkie, Esq., M.A., Litt.D. George Wyndham. 
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Mr. Molloy thereupon submitted an amendment in the following 
terms : — “ While I object as a whole to the Memorandum of Judge 
Shaw (submitted at Board's Meeting of 30th July) I particularly 
object to his statement of what took place at the Board’s meetings 
of 18th and 25th June last, at neither of which meetings was Judge 
Shaw present ; and I now move that paragraph 5 of Judge 
Shaw’s Memorandum be amended by mentioning the two following 
facts, viz., — (1) That the Lord Chief Baron while pressing for the 
amendment of the Minutes suggested that the matter should be 
postponed to the next meeting of the Board when the Archbishop, 
who was so directly concerned in the point at issue, and who was 
unavoidably absent that day, would be present — a suggestion which 
the Board declined to adopt. (2) That the Archbishop at the 
meeting of 18th June obtained an express direction from that 
meeting that the Financial Assistant Secretary should discontinue 
the sending out of letters such as he had been sending out in reply 
to requests for the special consideration of special cases ; and 
should for the future send out in all such cases the form of reply 
drawn up for him by the Resident Commissioner many months 
previously. 

On a vote being taken there voted for the amendment — 

Mr. Molloy ; 

And against the amendment — 

Mr. Dease, 

Sir Malcolm J. Inglis, 

Sir Rowland Blennorhassetfc, 

Judge Shaw, 

Rev. Dr. Wilson, 

Rev. Dr. Bernard, 

Mr. Starkie, 

Dr. Traill. 

The amendment is lost. 

Mr. Morell did not vote. 

J udge Shaw’s motion is then put by the Chairman, when there voted 
for the motion — 

Sir Malcolm J. Inglis, 

Judge Shaw, 

Rev. Dr. Bernard, 

Dr. Traill. 


And against the motion — 

Rev. Dr. Wilson, 

Mr. Molloy. 

The motion is carried by four votes to two. Mr. Dease, Mr. Morell, 
Sir Rowland Bienne rhassett, and Mr. Starkie did not vote. 

Ordered — That the Memorandum be approved, and entered 
on the Minutes of the day’s proceedings. 

Ordered further — That a statement in reply by the Resident 
Commissioner be also entered on the Minutes. 

Ordered also — That a copy of the Minutes be transmitted 
to the Chief Secretary for his information. 
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MEMORANDUM SUBMITTED BY HIS HONOUR JUDGE SHAW. 

In view of certain recent utterances of Archbishop Walsh, and of certain 
letters from the Resident Commissioner which he has thought it right to 
publish, the Commissioners of National Education in Ireland think it due to 
themselves to make the following statement : — 

1. The Commissioners had no knowledge or notice of any of the matters 

referred to in the Archbishop’s letters of June 1 and June 3 till they saw 
those letters in the newspapers. They have seen nothing in the published 
statements of the Archbishop, or in the documents he has disclosed, to 
justify him in publishing serious charges against officers of the Board of which 
he was a member, without giving his colleagues an opportunity of inquiring 
into those charges, and without giving the officers themselves an opportunity 
of explanation or defence. J 

2. The Commissioners repudiate in the strongest manner the suggestion 
that they were unwilling to support the Resident Commissioner in the exercise 
of his legitimate authority, or to sanction the steps necessary for the main- 
tenance of discipline and efficiency in the office. On no occasion have they 
failed to support the Resident Commissioner when he appealed to them against 
insubordination or inefficiency in the office, or refused to sanction anv plan 
which he recommended to them for the more efficient conduct of business. 
They cannot understand how the Archbishop, who was fully aware of all these 
facts, can have accepted or acted upon any suggestion that it was hopeless to 
appeal to the Commissioners against incapable or insubordinate officials. 

3. The Chief Secretary is reported to have stated in the House of Commons 
that “ the Resident Commissioner did suggest to his colleagues that it would be 
well to apply for the retirement of two officials of the Board. The Treasury 
were quite agreeable that they should be retired, but the Board, through 
mistaken good nature, did not take that view.” This statement must have 
been made under some strange misapprehension. No such suggestion was 
ever made to the Board, nor did they even hear that such a suggestion had 
been made elsewhere. The whole statement is without foundation. 

4. As soon as the attention of the Board was called to the letters of the 
Archbishop of June 1 and 3, they asked for an explanation from the officer 
whose conduct was impugned. He furnished them with the memorandum 
whicn appears m the published Minutes of the Board (page 7). A majority 
of the Board were of opinion that the officer in question bad substantially 
vindicated himself from the charges brought against him : that, though some 
of his letters and circulars might be open to criticism in point of form, yet 
that in substance they represented the true facts of the case, and 'that 
the serious charges brought against him of usurping the authority of the 
Commissioners, of sending out unauthorized and misleading circulars, and of 
making statements in official form in which “ there is not one word of truth.” 
had not been sustained. The Commissioners are of opinion that it would 
have been fairer, both to the Board and to its officers, if this explanation had 
been asked for and obtained before the letters of June 1 and 3 were published. 

of June, when this matter came before the Board, the 
Archbishop after discussion withdrew his notice of motion upon an “ agree- 
ment or understanding that certain steps were to be taken. Unfortunately 
this agreement was not reduced into writing, and the Secretary was left to 
gather from a somewhat desultory discussion what the agreement was. The 
Archbishop objected to the Secretary’s Minute, and required that the Minutes 
of the meetmg should be amended by stating the terms of the agreement 
more fully and more definitely. _ At the meeting at which these Minutes came 
up for approval, some Commissioners were absent who had been present at 
the previous meeting, and some were present who had been absent at the 
previous meeting. I here was a great difference of opinion amongst those who 
had been present as to what the exact terms of the agreement or understanding 
in question had been, as anybody may see who compares Archbishop Walsh’s 
letter of July 1st with Dr. Bernard’s motion passed on July 2nd (pp. 12 and 
13 of the published Minutes). Under these circumstances it was felt that it 
would be very dangerous for one meeting of the Board to attempt to define the 
“views of a previous meeting differently constituted, and accordingly a motion 

B2 
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for the amendment of the Minutes was lost. This, it appears, is the incident 
which finally convinced the Archbishop that “ all hope of real reform from 
within the Board was at an end.” It seems to the Commissioners that this 
incident is a somewhat slender basis on which to found so weighty a con- 
clusion. 

6. The Commissioners are, and always have been, ready to investigate any 
complaint made by a responsible person against any of their officers, and to 
deal effectually with any officer who is proved to be negligent, incapable, or 
insubordinate. They are, and always have been, ready to carry out every 
engagement they have made with the teachers in their service, and they are 
confident that, though mistakes may from time to time be made in the office, 
no teacher will ultimately suffer injustice at their hands. 

STATEMENT, IN REPLY, OF THE RESIDENT COMMISSIONER. 

In view of the Memorandum adopted at the meeting of the Board of 
National Education on 30 th July, 1901, in reference to the recent utterances 
of His Grace the Archbishop of Dublin, the Resident Commissioner thinks 
it necessary to make the following statement : — 

I. The Resident Commissioner had no notice of His Grace’s intention to 
appeal to the public press in connexion with the matters referred to in the 
letters of June 1st and June 3rd. He had not received any answer to his letters 
addressed to His Grace on May 13th- and May 17th, nor had the subjects of 
these letters been mentioned by His Grace to the Resident Commissioner 
until subsequently to Dr. Walsh’s letter of June 1st. 

II. The Resident Commissioner has not hitherto thought it necessary to 
make any observations upon the paragraphs quoted by the Archbishop from 
these private letters; but as the Board have now repudiated what they 
believe to have been suggested by the terms of his letter of May 13th, he 
thinks it desirable to say a few words concerning the context in which the 
“ suggestion ” they take exception to occurs. 

It has not been the habit of the Resident Commissioner to preserve copies 
of the very numerous confidential letters which he has addressed to his 
colleagues, at various times, on the business of the National Board. So far, 
however, as his memory serves him, bis letter of May 13th was not intended 
to be an attack on the department generally, but was a natural outburst of 
indignation at the attitude assumed towards him by a few of the Commis- 
sioners, who, on more than one occasion, had made insinuations calculated to 
discredit his action in relation to certain important questions which have been 
before the Board during the past year. This attitude of persistent hostility 
and distrust, as he has frequently declared to his friends, made his situation 
“ intolerable, and undermined his influence with the Board,” and his “ control 
of the Staff of the Office for which he is directly responsible.” 

The Resident Commissioner, furthermore, wishes to state that the word 
“ dislocation” in that letter was not intended to connote “ chaos” or “ con- 
fusion,” but referred rather to temporary misunderstandings which had arisen 
between some of the senior officers in connexion with details of the new 
work, and which might have led to considerable official embarrassment if he 
had not taken active steps to set matters right. 

The Resident Commissioner has never stated that there was “ chaos” or 
“ confusion” in the Office of National Education. 

On July 3rd, nine days before the publication by the Archbishop of the 
extracts from his 'private letters, the Resident Commissioner wrote to His 
Grace as follows : — 

“ I do not agree with those who say there is ‘ chaos’ or 1 confusion’ in the 
Office. As a matter of fact the work is in a better state than it has been for 
some years.” 

III. As regards the retirement of officers, the Resident Commissioner has to 
observe that on four* distinct occasions the Treasury urged upon the 

♦Viz: — In their letters of 7th February, 1900, 6th April, 1900, 29th January, 1901, 20th 
March, 1901. These letters were submitted to the Board at the meetings of 13th February, 
1900, 24th April, 1900, 28th March, 1901, respectively. Copies of these letters or of extracts are. 
appended. 
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Commissioners the desirability of effecting a reduction in the Staff, and 
reminded him (6th April, 1900), as Head of the Department, of the full 
powers conferred upon him under the Order in Council of 15th August, 1890, 
to require the retirement of officers over sixty years of age when such retire- 
ment is in the public interest, and they expressed a confident hope that these 
powers would be exercised to the full extent to which it might be thought 
necessary to do so. He brought the letters of 7th February, 1900, and 6th 
April, 1900, prominently under the notice of the Board, but there seemed to 
be no disposition to support him in the exercise of these powers. If such 
disposition existed, the Resident Commissioner had no evidence of it, although 
it was well known to the Commissioners that he had very good reason to be 
dissatisfied with some of the higher officials whom he had often criticized in 
language quite as unequivocal as he employed to the Archbishop in his letter 
of May 17th. On the contrary, one of the Commissioners remarked that if 
the Resident Commissioner insisted on exercising his authority, he would 
deprive the Commissioners of the services of one of the most useful members 
of the Staff, and the official referred to was one of the two subsequently 
described by the Resident Commissioner as “hopeless.” 

The Resident Commissioner is still of opinion that it would have been 
fruitless for him last May to ask the Board to superannuate any official. 

He was convinced at the time that the Board would be averse from taking 
extreme measures against officers whose shortcomings would probably be 
represented as mere inability to adapt themselves at once to an entirely new 
order of things, and he was unwilling still further to weaken his already 
imperilled position at the Board and in the Office by risking defeat — possibly 
by a snatched vote — in a matter vitally affecting him as Head of the 
Administration. But the Resident Commissioner has never concealed from 
the Board his opinion of some of the members of the Senior Staff. On 
one important occasion last year he declared that one of the Senior Officers 
should, in his opinion, be dismissed ; on another equally important occasion he 
stated that the success of the new Scheme had been endangered through the 
inefficiency of some high officials and the absence of loyal co-operation on the 
part of others ; that two high officials were, for the purposes of the new 
Scheme, “ worse than useless and that there would have been a “ collapse 
in the Office ” if it had not been for the energy and ability of a single official, 
not then of the highest rank. Nevertheless the Board proceeded forthwith 
to increase the salaries of the unsatisfactory officers. 

The Commissioners declare — “ On no occasion have they failed to support 
the Resident Commissioner, when he appealed to them against insubordination 
or inefficiency in the Office.” 

The Resident Commissioner does not contest the technical accuracy 
of this statement. 

On only one occasion has he appealed to the Board against a member 
of the Staff. Early last year he found it necessary to suspend a Senior 
Official. The Board approved his action, but great pressure was brought 
to bear on him by some of the Commissioners to have the suspension removed 
without delay. The Resident Commissioner himself proposed the removal 
of the suspension, but it is well known to the Board that he thought much 
more serious action than a temporary suspension from duty necessary under 
the circumstances. 0 

The attitude of the Board on that occasion convinced the Resident Com- 
missioner that it would be fruitless for him to ask them to support him in the 
efficacious measures which he thought desirable at the time to insure the 
success of the New Scheme. He knew the folly of putting “new wine 
into old bottles,” but he recognized that it was impossible for the Board to 
form any adequate idea of the difficulties with which he had to contend, and 
how natural it was that they should be loath to treat with apparent harsh- 
ness old officials, who. had done good work in less arduous times. 

IV. It cannot be denied that the letter of May 17th contains a serious 
reflexion upon two important members of the Staff. At the Board of May 
7th a Commissioner had drawn attention to an erroneous expression in a 
letter addressed by the Senior Secretary to the Secretary of the Gaelic 
League, and the Board had directed that the letter should be withdrawn 
“ on the score of inaccuracy.” The Resident Commissioner stated at the 
Board that he had no cognizance of this letter. 
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After the meeting, he ascertained that the draft of this letter had been 
submitted to him, in a pile of financial orders, by the Financial Assistant 
Secretary, for formal sanction, and that, as a matter of course (being sub- 
mitted by a responsible officer) he had initialled it. He forthwith wrote to 
some of his colleagues wishing to explain to them how he had been led to 
say he had never seen the letter. In doing so, he put them in confidential 
possession of the difficulties of his position in dealing with a responsible 
official who seemed incapable of recognizing the necessity for precision in the 
interpretation of the new rules, and who had repeatedly submitted for 
“ formal ” sanction orders not drafted in strict accordance with the rules. On 
May 14th he made a statement to the Board on the subject of this Officer’s action 
in language almost identical with that which he employed to the Archbishop 
on May 1 7th. In describing, in his letter to the Archbishop, two of the senior 
officers as “ hopeless ” the Resident Commissioner did not wish to convey 
the impression that they were, under ordinary circumstances, either incom- 
petent or negligent, bub that it was “hopeless” to try to induce them to 
depart from their official routine and strictly official modes of thought in 
which they had been reared, and which, at an advanced age, they found it 
difficult to abandon. 

In his letter of May 17th the Resident Commissioner used language of the 
two high officials involved which was doubtless severe, although perhaps not 
unnaturally so, in a letter written hastily under the influence of great irritation 
and not intended for publication. This letter the Resident Commissioner had 
no desire to conceal from the Board. On June 17th he wrote requesting the 
Archbishop to bring it to the meeting of the Board of June 1 8th. This, 
however, His Grace did not do, and he has since stated in an interview that 
he did not then feel justified in producing it. 

The Resident Commissioner regrets the apparent want of consideration 
he showed to old officers who had given valuable service under different 
and less difficult conditions, and had he the faintest idea that his confidential 
expression of opinion would have ever become a matter for public criticism, 
he would have hesitated before committing it to writing. 

On June 14th, in writing to His Grace, he sought to convey some idea 
of the magnitude of the labour cast upon the senior officers by the recent 
innovations. The Resident Commissioner quotes from memory, but he 
believes with substantial accuracy : 

“Your Grace’s motion (viz., the motion withdrawn on June 18th) has placed 
me in a position of great difficulty. I always take the steps I consider necessary 
to correct errors in official letters brought under my notice, but I cannot 
consent that erroneous letters should be publicly withdrawn on the score of 
inaccuracy.” 

“ I think the Board acted ungenerously in directing Mr. Hamilton to with- 
draw, on the score of inaccuracy, his letter to the Secretary of the Gaelic 
League, for the error was a slight one and he was not personally responsible 
for it, and I protest against the policy of pillorying our officials in the public 
press.” 

“ I have recently gone through the correspondence of the Secretary for a 
single day — amounting to upwards of 100 letters with long files attached — 
and I now realize, as I nether realized before, the extraordinary difficulty of a 
Secretary’s work.” 

The Resident Commissioner wrote on May 17th, “It is very difficult for a 
man in my position to deal with the class of men we have here among the 
higher officials.” He still adheres to this statement in respect of a few 
members of the staff, but he wishes to make a distinction between these and 
the staff “ as a body ” 

As regards the general Staff of the Education Office, the genuine conviction 
of the Resident Commissioner has been expressed in the last paragraph 
of the Memorandum, which he submitted to the Board on Tuesday, 9th 
July 

“ The Office has passed successfully through an extremely trying and 
critical time, and the officers deserve, as a body, to be congratulated on their 
loyal endeavours to carry out the wishes of the Board.” 
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EXTRACT FROM TREASURY LETTER, DATED 7th FEBRUARY, 
1900. 

4. “ My Lords accept the proposed scale for, and numbers of, Inspectors ; 
but, in view of the great importance of securing first-class men for the new 
class of Inspectors proper, I am to express the hope that it may be possible 
to accelerate the reduction of numbers by the immediate retirement of some 
among the present staff who may be judged not fully capable of performing 
the new duties with full efficiency. If the vacancies so created are not filled 
up, it would be possible to effect such retirements, even in cases under sixty 
years of age, under section 7 of the Superannuation Act, 1859, but without 
addition of years.” 


5771/1900. 

TREASURY LETTER, DATED 6th APRIL, 1900. 

Treasury Chambers, 

6th April, 1900. 

Sir, 

1 have laid before the Lords Commissioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury 
Mr. Dougherty’s letter (1502) of the 29th January last and its enclosure 
respecting the clerical staff of the National Education Office. 

In reply I am directed to state for the information of His Excellency the 
Lord Lieutenant that My Lords sanction the creation of six staff Clerkships 
on scale £300-10-400 to be filled by Higher Grade Second Division Clerks, 
on the undertaking that the First Class Clerkship at present vacant will be 
suppressed and that no future vacancies in the First Class will be filled with- 
out reference to this Board. 

On learning the names of the six officers whom it is proposed to appoint to 
the new staff posts My Lords will be prepared to concur in their presentation 
to the Civil Service Commissioners for the issue of the necessary certificates 
under Clause VII. of the Order in Council of the 4th June, 1870. 

The effect of the addition to the staff of the National Education Office now 
sanctioned will be to render six of the existing First Class Clerks redundant 
Officers. 

Whether it will be possible to retire any of these redundant officers who 
are 60 years of age or upwards, My Lords have not been informed ; but in 
view of the 'full powers conferred on the Head of a Department by Clause X. 
of the Order in Council of 15th August, 1890, to require the retirement of 
officers over 60 years of age when such retirement is in the public interest. 
My Lords rely upon those powers being exercised in the present case to the 
full extent to which it may be thought necessary to do so. 

I am, &c., 

Francis Mowatt. 


The Under Secretary, 

Dublin Castle. 
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LETTER FROM DUBLIN CASTLE, DATED 29th JANUARY, 1901. 

Copy. Lr. 3 — 190 Ice. 

1875. 

Dublin Castle, 

29 th January, 1901. 

Sin, 

I am directed by the Lord Lieutenant to acknowledge the receipt of 
your letter of the 26th instant, on the subject of draft rules in connection 
with the new system of payments to National Teachers, and I am to inquire 
whether a reduction of the Headquarters Staff may be looked for as a result 
of the simplification of the Regulations, and the consequent reduction of the 
work of the Financial Branch of the Department. 

I am, Sir, 

Your obedient Servant, 

(Signed), J. B. Dougherty. 

P. E. Lemass, Esq., 

Secretary, 

National Education Office. 


EXTRACT FROM TREASURY LETTER, DATED 30th MARCH, 1901. 

“ I am to add that My Lords consider it important that the question raised 
in Mr. Dougherty’s letter to the Education Board, of the 29th January last, 
should be carefully kept in view, viz. — The possibility of effecting a reduction 
of the Head-quarters Staff, as a result of the simplification of the Regulations, 
and the consequent diminution of the work of the Financial Branch of the 
Department ; and they cannot but think that some appreciable reduction, at 
all events after a year or so, should be possible.” 
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Extracts from Minutes of the Proceedings of the Com- 
missioners of National Education at their Meeting 
on Tuesday, 13th August, 1901. 


Present : 

Sir Percy R. Grace, Bart., d.l. 

Sir Henry Bellingham, Bart., d.l. 

Rev. Hamilton B. Wilson, d.d. 

William It. J. Molloy, Esq., j.p. 

W. J. M. Starkie, Esq., m.a., litt.d., Resident Commissioner. 

A. R. Hamilton, m.a., 
Secretary in Attendance. 


The Chair is taken by Rev. Hamilton B. Wilson, D.D. 

The Minutes of the proceedings of the Ordinary Meeting of the 30th July, 
having been submitted, are ordered to be reprinted with emendations 
in the statement by the Resident Commissioner. 

Parliamentary Question — 

Question for Tuesday, 6th August, No. 61. Mr. John Redmond to 
ask the Chief Secretary — 

Whether a second Memorandum has been issued by the Board of 
National Education in Ireland in reference to the recent resignation 
of the Most Rev. Dr. Walsh, Archbishop of Dublin, and whether 
he will lay upon the table a copy of this second Memorandum, 
together with copies of the Minutes of all further proceedings of 
the Board with reference to this matter. 

In reply the Chief Secretary was informed on 6th August that this 
question could not be answered until after the next Ordinary 
Meeting of the Board on the 13th instant. 

The question is now submitted for consideration and reply. 

The Resident Commissioner reads a letter from Rev. Dr. Bernard, 
who is unable to be present, expressing the view that copies of the 
Minutes should not be laid on the table of the House of Commons. 

Mr. Molloy moves : — 

That the Chief Secretary be informed that there is no objection to a 
copy of the second Memorandum, considered at Board’s Meeting 
of 30th J uly, in connexion with the recent resignation of the Most 
Rev. Dr. Walsh, Archbishop of Dublin, together with copies 
of the Minutes of all further proceedings of the Board with 
reference to the matter, being laid on the table of the House of 
Commons. 

On a vote being taken, there voted for the motion — 

Sir Percy R. Grace, 

Sir Henry Bellingham, 

Mr. Molloy — three. 

And against the motion — 

Rev. Dr. Wilson — one. 

The motion is carried. 

The Resident Commissioner did not vote. 
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